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Remaps 

Claims 6, 8, 1 1, 35, 37, 40 and 62-1 16 are pending. Claims 1-5, 7, 9-10, 12-34, 36, 38- 
39, and 41-61 have been canceled. Claims 6, 66, 68, 76, 78, 86, 88, 97, 106, and 1 14 have been 
amended. 

Examination and reconsideration of the application as amended is requested. 
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Interview Summary 

The undersigned acknowledges with appreciation the telephone interview initiated by the 
Examiner on or about November 1 , 2006, wherein the instant rejections were generally outlined 
along with possible solutions as outlined in the current Office Action. 
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S 112 Rejections 

Claims 6, 62-72, 76-78, 86-88, 97, 106 and 1 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 6 is said to be indefinite as to the limitation "wherein the glass comprises ZrC^,", 
as defined in line 6, because line 4 already defines that this component is present. 

The phrase "wherein the glass comprises ZrO*," has been deleted from claim 6. 

Claim 66 is said to be indefinite because "crushing to provide particles" does not further 
limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is said this method step would appear to be 
defining a method of making abrasive particles and not a method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 66 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 67 is said to be indefinite because "grading the abrasive particles to provide a 
plurality of particles" does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. This method 
step would appear to be defining a method of making abrasive particles and not a method of 
making a glass ceramic. 

This rejection has been addressed through the amendment of claim 66, from which claim 
67 depends. 

Claim 68 is said to be indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an abrasive 
article" does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is said this method 
step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and not a method of 
making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 68 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 
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Claim 76 is said to be indefinite because "crushing to provide particles" does not further 
limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is said this method step would appear to be 
defining a method of making abrasive particles and not a method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 76 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 77 is said to be indefinite because "grading the abrasive particles to provide a 
plurality of particles" does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is 
said this method step would appear to be defining a method of making abrasive particles and not 
a method of making a glass ceramic. 

This rejection has been addressed through the amendment of claim 76, from which claim 
77 depends. 

Claim 78 is said to be indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an abrasive 
article" does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, i t is said this method 
step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and not a method of 
making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 78 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 86 is said to be indefinite because "crushing to provide particles" does not further 
limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is said this method step would appear to be 
defining a method of making abrasive particles and not a method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 86 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 87 is said to be indefinite because "grading the abrasive particles to provide a 
plurality of particles'* does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is 
said this method step would appear to be defining a method of making abrasive particles and not 
a method of making a glass ceramic. 
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This rejection has been addressed through the amendment of claim 86, from which claim 
87 depends. 

Claim 88 is said to be indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an abrasive 
article" does not further limit a method of making a glass ceramic. Further, it is said this method 
step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and not a method of 
making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 88 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 97 is said to be indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an abrasive 
article" does not further limit a method of making abrasive particles. Further, it is said this 
method step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and not a 
method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 97 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

Claim 106 is said to be indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an 
abrasive article" does not further limit a method of making abrasive particles. Further, it is said 
this me thod step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and hot a 
method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 1 06 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action, except the limitation added by claim 1 04 was not included. Rather, claim 106 
was rewritten to combine claims 37 and 106 (but not 104). Support for this amendment can be 
found in the specification, for example, on page 6, lines 5-31, bridging paragraph, page 7, lines 1- 
2. 

Claim 1 14 is said to he indefinite because "incorporating abrasive particles into an 
abrasive article" does not further limit a method of making abrasive particles. Further, it is said 
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! this method step would appear to be defining a method of making an abrasive article and not a 

method of making a glass ceramic. 

Claim 1 14 has been rewritten in independent form as suggested by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. 

| In summary. Applicant submits that the rejection of claims 6, 62-72, 76-78, 86-88, 97, 

106 and 114 under 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph, has been overcome, and that the rejection 
should be withdrawn. 



Case Mo.: 58354USQ02 
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In view of the above, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Allowance of the pending claims, as amended, at an early date is solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date r 



Office of Intellectual Property Counsel 
3M Innovative Properties Company 
Facsimile No.: 651-736-3833 



By 




©r€gory D. Allen, Reg. No.: 35,048 
Telephone No.: 651-736-0641 
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